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WHEREAS, V;;^cti&a. 22712(1^^^ Education Code directs the California 

"^^JPostslsixDndary >4ducatlon Oommission to : 
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and, 
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Adopted 

December 13 , 1976 



/ 



CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
. EDUCATION COMMISSION- , 

/ 

1976 HIGH SCHOOL ELIGIBILITY STUDY 



December 13, 1976 



3 



ERIC 



! • 



TABLE OF, CONTENTS 



Page 



PREFACE ; 

I. CONCLUSIONS. 



The-Und^versity o£ California 

The California State University and Colleges 
General. .-^ 



II. 



RECOM^ENDATIONS , 



IIL. BACKGROUND ..........;..../... 4 



IV, 



METHODOLOGYi. / . . . . 6 

Population Definition.' • •/ * 6 

Sampling Procedure 6 

S.anip ling. Problems / 7 

Response Rate. ./ . . . .\. . . IQ 

Transcript Protffssing. . . / 11 

Prt)cedures Used to A^tfempt to Validate y/Ce . 

High Schbol Graduate Sample. 14 

Validation of Graduate Grade Point Average . 16' 

ValidatiJ^pn of College Entrance "fexainiiiation Test Data ... 16 
Eligib^lty Computations The ' Conc^tual Framework. ... 19 

FILINGS . : . . .'. , ./ 23 

El|;'gibility''Computations for tKe University of California. 23 
Eligibility Computations for /he California State 

University and Colleges. .^/. . . . . 24 

Sample Confidence Limits apfd. Tolerance 25 

Sample Bias / • 25 



'APPENDICES 
'v Appendix A 

• Appendix B' 



^/(ppehdix C 



Appendiy D 



/ 



ERIC 



A Sunnnary of /he 1955, 1961, and 1966 High 
School Eligibility Studies 

Excerpt 5irom , the University of California's 
Underg^dyiat^ Idmlssionsl Packet Describing 
Frteshwlkh Eligibility •RequJ>eangnts. 

^irpt from the California State University 
Colleges ' Applications an4 Information » 
iro^hurj^: Describing Freshman Eligibility 
Requiremeilts 

'Organizations and Individuaflis Contacted by 
Commission Staff to Obtain Grade Point Average 
D^ta for 1974-75 High School Graduates 



FIGURES 



Page 



Figure I Siunmary of High School Diploma Winners Included* • 
in the 1966 and 1976 High School Eligibility 
Studies 6 

Figure II Summary 6f the" Adjustments, Made to , the 

Graduate Sample Due to the Omission of Graduates 

and Oversampling • . • 11 

Figure III Schedule of Transcript Transmittal to the 

University of California and the ^ Calif ornia 

State University and Colleges .... <^ 13 

Figure IV Schedule of Receipt of Transcript Evaluation 

Qata from the University of California and the 
California State University and Colleges { 

Figure V Validation Procedures Used ' 15 

Figure VI ^ University of California Admission Categories ... 22 

Figure VII Summary of Graduate Eligibility As a Function 
of Eligibility Category for the University 
of California .23 

Figure VIII Distribution of Eligible Graduates by Adjusted 
Grade Point Average for the University of 
California 23 

Figure IX Distribution of Eligible Graduates by "A to F" 
Grade Point Average for the University of 
California. . 24 

Figure Summary of Graduate Eligibility As a Function 
bf Eligibility Category for the California 
State 'University and Colleges . . . . • 24 

Figure XI Djafcrlbution of Eligible Graduates by Adjusted 
GflRe Point Average for the California State 
^ University and Colleges 25 



5 



PREFACE- ^ 

^ . ■ • . ; . 

The 1976 High School Eligibility 'Study is the fourth in a continuing 
series of studies performed to permit the University of California 
and the* California State University and Colleges to/ recalibrate their 
admission standards, for first time freshman students, to the Ruide- 
li^es established under tjie Master Plan for Higher Education (1960). 
Under the Master Plan the University of California is urged to draw 
its first time freslunan class from' the top 12 1/2% of the high school 
graduating clas3' and- the California State University and Colleges is 
surged to draw from the top 33 1/3%. 

To perform this study, a random sample of 1974-75 public high schoo] 
graduate transcripts was evaluated in terms 'of each segment's adml^ 
sion standards and a determination wa^ made of the number of studei^ 
in the sample that would have b^en eligible to attend one "or the- oMer 
or both of the segments. The number of high 9cTiool graduates in 
random sample determined eligible at each segment -was then extrapolated 
to predict the percent of the 1974-75 publiq high school graduating 
class that would have been admitted, if all had applied ... 

The findings of this report . indicate tha|: 14.84% of the public high 
school graduates ^n 1974-75 would have been eligible for admission 
as first time freshman students at the^University of California, and 
. 34.96% at the California State University and Colleges. These 

figures, ,while slightly higher than those suggested in the 1960 Master 
^ Elan, are generally consistent with the findings of the 1961 and 
1966 studies and indicate that the gradually rising graHe "point 
averages experienced by California's public high schools in recent 
years ha^^e not resulted in a "ballooning" of segmental eli^giblllty 
rates. 

Eligibility studies, while useful in analyzing segmental admission 
standards., provide only limited insight into the' reality .df applicant 
admission, patterns and bear only ^a nominal relaclonships^li^Vfirs t time 
freshman enrollments. 'rV-)- 

For example, two-thirds of the high school graduates in the Commission's 
sample had grade point averages below 3.0, while only 8% of the firs^ 
time freshman applicants .to the University of California for the < 
fall 1975 term had grade point averages below 3.0. The difference 
between the indicators of Califdmia's high school graduates and 
actual applicants to the University of California clearly 'indicates 
that factors other than eligibility percent are influencing application 
patterns to both the University of California and the California State ' 
University and Colleges. These factors have traditionally been lumped 
undfer the term "self selection;" a term interpreted to mean that 
applicants preselect the institutions (and segments)' to which they ^ 

-i- , . 

o V 6 ' 
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Applications, Adralsalona, ad Enrollments for tjie University of California 
' - X"OT^^"CaI"lfoi;nia State UnlversitV and Colleges 



I. 



1. Applications 

Percent pf high schooii.^ 
graduating ^clasB^ 



2 I Admissions 

Percent of high school 
graduating class^ 

Percent of applications' 



3i Enrollment 

Percent of lil'gh school \ 
graduating class^ 

Percent &f applications 

, Percent of admissions 

Total JIl^R School Craduates 




Universicy of California 



California Stafe University 



and Colleges 



2' 
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1971-72 


1972-73 


1973-74 


1974-75 


1975-76 


1971-7i' 


1972-73 


1973-74 


1974-75 


1975-76 


; Not Ava 


lable 


22 ^84^ 


20,719 


21,126 


57,637 


58,580- 


53,597 


52,938 


'53,781 


■ Jot Avfl 


lable. 


•8.0 


'" 7.2 


6.7 


, 19.9 


20.3 


.|18.9 


18.3 


17.1 


■ 

Not AVa 


lable 


f 

■ 18,742 


19,028 


19,483 


V 

34,'890 


\ 

38,879 


38;0OO 


38,809 


*/ ; 

;38,480 


Not Ava 


lable 


6.6' 


' 6.6 


6.2 


■ 12.0 


13.5 


13.4 


13.4 


U.3 ' 


Not Ava 


.lable 


82.0 


91.8 


92 2 


60 5 


66 4 


70 9 


/J.J 


71 1 






13,317 


13,390 


14,338 


22,994 


25,317 


25,565 


26,6t)9 

9 


27,043 


Not Ava 


.lable 


' 4.7 


4.6 


4.6 

t 


,7.9 


-. 8.8 


9.0 


, 9.2 


ai ■ 


Not Ava 


-lable 


58.3 


64.6 


67.9 


39.9 


43.2 


47.7 


50.3 


50.3 , 


Not Ava 


.lable 


71.1 


70.4 


73.8 


65.9 


65.1 


67.3 

• 


68.6 


70.3 


289,861 


288,134 


283,968 


289,259 


314,085^ 


289,861 


•288,134 


283,968 


289,259 


314,085^ 

a_ 



1. California public high school graduates only (special and regular admissions) ' ; 

2. Includes approximately 3-42 non-California jresidents (special and: regular admissions) ■ ' 

3. Total graduates. as reported by Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports, California State' Department of Edftcation 

4. Projected ' . ' 
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^ply for admission on the bjasis of a variety of factors: factors 
such as institu(;ional program offerings, geographic location, 
/ ^^dent aid oppdrtuiii ties, icademlc preparation requirements, and 
I personal, career'' goals. Eligibility studies of this type cannot and 
/ do not pr6vide an indicatioh of the extent of the "self selection" 
, phenomenon, and, to this extent, misstate "true" segmental 



eligibility rates. 



There is a second important! point: neither segment has ever enrolled 
the percent of the high school graduating class €o which it is 
"entitled" under the I960' Master Plan.' The chart appearing on the 
facing page clearly illus tijrates this point. 

Note that both the University of California and. the 'California StaVe 
University and Colleges ha|/e consistently enrolled approxTmately , th^e 
same proportion of the hidh school graduating class over a period of 
years in which high school grade point averages have experienced 
marked increases. Once '^iai"n the "seff selection" phenomenon must 
be cited as the single greatest contribution to the enrollment 
stabilization that has taken place during these years of change 

Two major points remain^fco be addressed. First, the 1976 High School 
Eligibility Study is a t/echnical document designed to respond to a 
technical problem and, sSecond, a supplementary »report illustrating 
additional technical material related to the Study will be published 
early i^ 1977 to aid sdgmental planners as they consider new admission 
standards. / • * 





4 



I. CONCLUSIONS 



The - University of California 



2. 



5? 



14.84% of the high school graduates in the University's sample 
were determined to be eligible to attend the University of 
California , 




Of the graduates^determined eligible, 98. 65%- were determined eli- 
gible exclusively- on the basis of a 3.10 or above "A to F" grade 
• pointy average, while the >re|nairSCng 1.35% were found to be eli- . 
gible on the basis of an "A^ to F" grade point average below 3{lO 
and college entrance test sicores, 
^ "I ' 

Of the 9,469 graduates in the University's sample, 830 (8.77%) 
possessed the necessary entrance test pattern required under the 
University's admiissions policies. 



The 14.84% eligibility figure possesses a 
with a tolerance level of/i 0.72%. 



95% confidence limit 



5. The cumulative sample bias was 0.42% 



The California State University >and Colleges 

1. 34.96% of the high schdol graduates in the State University's 
sample were determined/ eligible to attend the California State 
University and Collegefs. y"^^ 

2. Of the graduates determined eligible, 71.72% were determined 
eligible exclusively /on the basis of a 3.20 or above "adjusted" 
grade point average tegardless of college entrance test scores, 
while the remaining 28.28% were determined eligible on the basis 
of entrance test scdres and "adjusted" grade point averages 
which were between 21.00 and 3.20. 

Of the 9,972 graduates in the .State University's sample, 524 
(5.25%) enrolj^ed fot the American College Test (ACT) and 3,411 
(34.J21%) enrolled fir the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT). 

4. The 34.96% eligibility figure possesses a 95% confidence limit 
with a tolerance lej/el of i 0.94%. 

5.. The cumulative sample bias was 0.40%. 



General 

1. Sufficient high sch 
be obtained to valiki 



ool graduate grade point average data could not 
ate the grade point averages contained '^n the 



-1- 

10 



Commission's graduate sample (grade point averages were not 
validated in any previous study)* 

2.. Differences in the manner in which \^he segments coded' and the 
College Entrance Examination Board reported' entrance test scores 
precluded a rigorous validation 'of entrance, test scores in the 
Commission's graduate sample (entrance test scores were, not 
utilized and were therefore not validated in any previous 
study) . 

3» The College Entrance Examination Board was unable tp provide 

statewide data regarding graduate test score experience for their 
Social Studies, Foreign Language, or Science achievement tests, 
and therefore no- atten^t a^ test score validation for^t^ese tests 
was undertaken. 




II. RECOMMENDATIONS I 



1. The Regents of the University of California. and. the Trustees 
of the California State Universitycand Colleges should review 
the findings and conclusions of this report and effect adjust- ' 
ments to their freshman .admission requirements to render th^ir 
eligibility ratios cbnsisterlt with the guide^Jines expressed in \ 
the Master Plan for Higher Education in California •(1960) . 

> 

2. Representatives of the Calif ornfa State Department of Education, 
the University of California, and the California State Univer-^ 
sity and Colleges should initiate a cooperative eff6rt to 
appraise high school (and select ^^mmunity Colle^ge) counselors 
of the changes that may be effected to -segmental freshman 
entrance requirements, 

\ 

3. At least one year of changes in segmental admission require- 
ments shcfuld be provided prior t6 implementation. The one- 

H year lead time is necessary to permit follege- and university- 
bound high school students an oppoiftunity to 'adjust' theit high 
school curriculum to respond to such changes. The Commission 
believes that the earliest date that clfanges in segmental admis- 
sion requirements should take effect is the fall term of 1978. 

4. The finding^ of this study indicate that both segments place 
primary emphasis upon^ high school grade point average (or some 
derivative thereof) in detennUning' applicant eligibility and 
that*college entrance test "ifscores play only a secondary role. 
The Commission recommends that each segment reconsider its 
present requirement that all applicants take college entrance 
t(6sts and alter their standards to require test scores only 

^ in those instances wher^ such information will be used to 
evaluate student eligibility. 

5. Concurrent with the 1981 High School Eligibility Study, a sepa- 
rate study should be undertaken to review the 1960 Master Plan 
eligibility guidelines and make recommendations for change, 
where appropriate. 

6. ' In anticipation of the 1981 High School Eligibility Study, 

segmental r^esentatives and Commission staff should begin 
development of a study methodology not later than January 1, 
1978. 

./,>•, > ■ 

7. ^Jhe California State Department of 'Education should initiate a 
program of data collection for future high school graduates 
that can serve as- a compatible information source and validating 
vehicle for future eligibility studies. ^ 
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•Ill, BACKQROUND , ' . 

r ■ ' 

»4 Master Plan for Higher Education in California , 1960-1975 estab- 
lished guidelines for high school graduate eligibility at both the 
California State University and Colleges and the University of 
California. Under the Master Plan, tlje State University was urged t 
limit their eligibility "pool" t;o the upper 1/3 or 33 1/3% of the 
high school graduating class. The University was simila^ urged 
to develop admission standards that would limit their eligibility 
pool to the upper 1/8 or 12 1/2% of the high school graduating 
class . . . 

'a 

\he 19 76 High School Eligibility Study represents the fourth In a ' 
^ series of studies undertaken to determine the percent of high'school 

graduates eligible to attend ^CS^. California State University •an4- . 
^Colleges and the University of California as Virst' time 'freshmen - 

students.. The three prior studies were performed in^ l955; / 196X, 

and 1966. The findings of these studdfees appearXbelow: ^ , 



P^ercent of High School Graduates 
Determined Eligible 




Ilifornia* State University of 

Study Year jUniversity and Colleges , California 

,1955 Ca[PpVoxlmate)/ 44 % • , 15 \ ■ 

1961 43.4 14.8 

1?^.^ . V. 35.2 14.6 

Note that the percent figures cited in- the 1955 study are approxi- 
mations. In addition, the reader sha»ld be aware that the method- 
„ ologies employed i^ each of the prioK studies differed slightly and 
that their results may not be^direptly comparable. 

As e,ach eligibJLlity study undertaken after 1960 was published, both 
the State University and Colleges and the University of ' California 
adjust;ed their admission standards in an attempt to meet tl\i^ Master 
Plan's ej-igibility pood guidelines. (An expanded treatment of the 
three prior studies, their findings, and. changes in segmental admis- 
sion standard^ is enclosed as Appendix A.) , • 

f. * . 

Although the Coordinating Council for Higher Education had intended 
that high gphool eligibility studies be pe^'formed every five yearg 
(this recommendation had bepn endorsed by University President Hitch 



and State University and Colleges' Chancellor Dumke) , a study was no 
performed in 1971. In 1973, however, with the passage of AB 770, 
Chapter 1187, creati^ig tl>e California ^ostsecondary Education 
Commission, attention was once again drawn to admission standards. 
Education Code Section 22712(18^); directed the new Commis sion to: 

Review all proposals f^r changes in eligibility Spools 
for admission to public insH^t^ions and segments of 
postsecondary education and >\* ' . make recommendations 
to the Legislature, Governor, and institutions of 
postsecondary education. 

In September 19 74, Assembly Concurtent Resolution 150 was filed, 
restating the Master Plan guidelines ' for admission to the University 
of California and the California State University and Colleges. at 
12 1/2% and 33 1/3^ respectively. Th^ Commission's charge under 
Education Code Section 22712(18) was also restated. 

^^PQ^^ of tihe Legislative Analyst for, the Budget Bill , Fiscal 
Year 19 76-7 7 , recommended that the Commission: 

Study ftie current admission standards of the University 
of California and the California State University and 
Colleges in relation to admission guidelines established 
in the Master Plan for Higher Education and report its 
findings and- recommendations to the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee by December 1, 19 76. 

These same recommendations appeared in the Supplementary Report of 
the* Committee on Conference Relating tp the Budget Bill, 1976-77 
Fiscal Year. 

As a result of these statements of Legislative intent, the Statutory 
Advisory Committee of the Commission concurred with Commission staff 
in May 1975 that a high school eligibility stud^ be 'initiated. A 
Technical Advisory Committee on the Evaluation 6f High School 
Transcripts was appointed Snd met for the first time in August 1975. 
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IV. METHOD.OLOGY 
Population Definition 

In defining the 1974-75 graduating class population, the staff .adhered 
as closely as possible to the definitions used in the 1966 Eligibility 
Study (1964-65 .graf4uating class) to promote comparability. In the 
1966 Study, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education solicited 
a random sample e>f high school graduate transcripts from all of 
California's "regiilar," and adult, evening and continuation public 
high schools. The current study utilized the same population 
definition, -augmented to include students receiving high school 
diplomas from California Community Colleges (San Francisco City, 
San Diego, City, etc.) and students receiving General Equivalency 
Diplomas (GED's). A comparison of the graduates included in the 
1966 and 1976 Eligibility Studies appears in Figure I. 

Please note ^hat both studies covered the period July 1 to Jgne 30 , 
of 1964-65 and. 1974-75 and that neither study included graduates ♦ 
from California's nonpublic high schools . 



^ ; Figure I 

Summary of High School Diploma Winners Included in the 
1966 and 1976iHigh School Eligibility Studies 



"Regular" High Schools 

Adult Schools 

Continuation Schools 

Evening Schools 

Community Colleges 

GED Awards, 

Private High Schools 

Out-of-state Graduates 
Sampling Procedure 

*^ 

In the 1966 Study, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education 
obtained lists of each school's graduating class - in alphabetical 

15 
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1966 


1976 


Study 


Study 


YES 


YES 


YES 


YES 


YES 


YES 


^ES 


YES 


NO 


YES 


NO 


YES 


. NO 


NO 


NO 


NO 
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order - and randomly sampl/ed 10% of the graduates in each school. 
After identifying student?-^ to be sampled (by name), the Coordinatin^g 
Council cpn.t.^cted each school and requested a eopy pf individual 
studen^t tr^ji.$.cripts,^ Approximately 22,300 transcripts were\solic- 
ited during- tAer'course of the Study, , . \ 

T ■ . ^ . \ 

In the 197^ Study the sampling procedure was altered and a smaller 
portion of [ the graduate pool surveyed. Reduction of the sample size 
from 10% tp approximately 3,5% of the total high school graduating 
classes wa/s effected due to the ability to draw valid, cpriclusions 
from sm^ljer samples and the workload implications for^4ll parties, 

Alteratioi|i of the sampling technique tp survey approximately 3..'5% of 
the Statefs high school graduates on a random basis (witriout regard 
to institution) , rather t^an 10% of ^ach high school's graduating 
class, w^s supported by the segments. Both changes were developed 
with the. concurrence of Mr, Ken. Hall - the Coram%ssiop's statistical 
consultahit - ba^ed upon stan^rd statistical met^hodology and were 
reviewed/ by segmental representatives prior to implementation. 
/ ' ' 

Sampling Problems 

Two anomalies were introciuced into the sampling procedure' during 
execution of the Study, ^ • 

Unsampled Schools - The first anomaly related to the number of ^ 
schools to' be included in the sample. Expansion of the 'eligibility 
pool to include high school graduates receiving diplomas from Com- 
munity Colleges and GED certificates, and clerical errors by the 
Commission staff , resulted in more than 250 schools and approki- 
mately 22,000 high school graduates (of the nearly 300, 000 , topal) 
being omitted from the initial graS^ate survey. This oversight 
resulted ifl 8^ high school graduate transcripts^ (8.20% of the 
total pool) not being requested in the initial sampling re<juest 
s,en.t out by the Commission in January 1976, 

Upcjn detecting the problem, the Commission staff conferred with 
Mr^ Hall to' develop a revised sampling technique^ that could be used 
tO' survey the "migsing" schools and their graduates. In developing 
the revised procedure, a plan was prepared that permitted the" new 
sample to be "integrated vith the prior' sample so that the resultant 
poal wauld Viot, frob a statistical standpoint, appear td have been 
the result pf two^'separate surveying efforts. The procedure that 
,.was devejLoped resulted in every t:wenty-se^yen,t|^ Jhigh school ' gtaduate 
being selected, on* a random basis, from the previously uris;ampled 
schools for iricluslor) in the final sample .« 

'The sampling program for schools omitted in the original transcript 
solicitation was executed in May 1976 and high school graduate tran- 
scripts so obtained wete forwarded to the segments for eligibility 
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analysis. The staff believes' thdCl'^^cVio^^^ cGrreeted the sampling' 

problem and that no systematic bias^was^i)^r|)duced as a result of the 
initial school omissions. ^ij^'' 

A summary o^ the adjustments made to the high school graduate sample 
due to the omission of schools appears in Figure II. 

♦ * 
Graduate Projections - The second and simultaneous anomaly introduced 
into the 1976 Eligibility Study developed from the manner in which 
the number of graduates from each high school was originally 
estimated. In the earliest days of the Study, the Commission staff 
attempted to determine the exact number of graduates produced by each 
of California's "regular" and adult, evening, and continuation public 
high schools . 

After discussion with representatives of the Department of Education, 
the Commission staff was advised that, while total enrollment cotild 
be established by school, the number of high school graduates could 
only be determined precisely at the district level. In an attempt 
to determine the number of graduates from each high school, the 
Commission staff developed a procedure whereby high school graduate 
population was estimated on the Basis of total school enrollment 
within eath district. Separate procedures were used to predict 
graduates from "regular" high schools and. adult, evening, and con- 
tinuation high schools. 

tifeing this technique and a random number computer program, the Commission- 
staff selected specific transcripts, by number, from the high school 
graduate pool-. School principals vere notified by^^the staff of the . 
exact transcript (s) that had been selected for inclusion in th^ sample 
and were requested to forward it (them) to* the Commission. 

Soon after the original ten thousand transcripts had been requested 
fromi th.^. high schools in January 1976, the staff became aware of the 
possibility that some high schools might have been either „over- or 
undersampled due to imprecision in the graduate estimating procedure. 
Subsequent investigation by the Commission staff established that the 
number of graduates in approximately 90% of the high schools had been 
either over- or underestimated, but that thA^^magnitude of the dis- 
crepancy appeared to be minimal for most schools. Note that this 
condition applied solely to approximately 7,800. of the 10,000 tran- , • 
scripts requested in the January survey and was not repeated in the 
second surveying effort in May for previously omitted and non- ^ 
responding high schools. 

In an attempt to establish the exact degree of over- ajid unda^- 
sampling introduced into the survey, the Commission staff cdmtacted 
each high school and requested formal notification of the eAct 
number of graduates. Of the more than 1,300 schools contacted 
. 100% replied. 

... ■ i 
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The resXilts of this survey, when compared to the Coiqmissipn staff's 
original estimate of -the number of high school graduates, supported 
the staff's earlier assumption that the sampling effort had not 
been seriously comprontised through* use of the high school graduate 
estimating algorithm.- The magnitude* of the error at each high 
school was such that all , oversampling, and many urider.sHmpling con- 
ditions, could be either statistically disregarded or easily resolved 
without introducing 'biases 'into t^e resultant sample^ 

In the instances of high schools'^ that had been oversanipled ( i.e. , 
too many transcripts had been re^iUested) ^ staff limited its corrective 
action to« a simple^ audit of transcripts from the af fected schools t-o 
insure that school personnel -"had not e^austed their lists of graduates 
and started anew at^ the beginning. : The tr'atiscripts from oversampl^d 
high schools were reviewed to detect and, if necessary, remedy this 
condition,. In sumA^ry, corrective measures resolved the problem and 
acted' to plrotect the resultant sample from bias introduced by over- 
sampling.' . • 

In instances .where, high schools had been undersampled ( i.e . , too few 
transcripts had b^en requested), ^taff adopted a three part corrective 
proceilure : * ■ ' . 

for high schools that had not already Responded to th^e 
Commission's , request for ^transcripts (approximately 252 
schools), contact each school and request,, them to forward 
trdnscripts on the b%is of the corrected ntm^ber of graduates. 



for high schools that had already responded to the Commission's 
request for' transcripts, where the sampling estimate was within 
27 of the actual number of graduates (approximately 187 
schools) , include the discrepancy, between the actual and 
estimated number of graduates in a Bias formula and initiate 
no further corrective action . ^ 

for high sshpols that had already respoi;ided to the Commission's 
request for transcripts where the difference between the 
sampling estimate and the actual number of graduates was 
greater than 26 students (approximately H80 schools)^ hold the 
school in abeyance, compute the T^iaS* due to the undersampling 
condition (using standard statistical procedures), and resample 
"the schools at a later date only the collective bias in the 
entire study exceeds 1%. 

The b-ias figure due to undersampling' proved to be .30% and therefore| 
no" resampling was under tak^. 

The rpyer- and undersampling problems did, however, have an effect 
upo^f''iftie size of the high school graduate sample knd the percent of 

18 • '} 
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the total graduate population addressed by the Study. While asV 
indicated earlier,^ the omission of 262 high schools required thlv-\ 
staff to aiS^ment the original 10,000 graduate sample by 820 additj^^x^nal. 
graduates (to a total of 10,820), aversampling errors necessitate4/H 
reduction of 587 graduates from the total sample rendering a net ^ 
sample size of 10,233 (see Figure II for an expanded treatment q3E tf^e 
effects of these conditions upon the resultant ^sample size) . ^i - 

A secc^d effect introdjiced by the undersamjJling problem was a reductioi^ 
in the ^proportion of the high school graduating class sampfled during ^ ^ 
the study. At the\time the study was initiated it was the staff's 
intent to sample itOZ of California's public high school gr^u^tes. 
The problems introduced by unders amp ling, however, succeeded In 
reducing this percent to 94.1|^. Thus, the Commission's sample was • 
asseml)led by surveying 94.11% of the high school graduating class. / 
The staff sought . advice from its- statistical counsel regarding the 
severity of this problem and was advised that the problem could be 
(and was) ameliorated by a hi^h response rate from the 94.11% 
sampled, that adjustments could be (and were) made to the resultant 
confidence limits to reflect the undersampling condition, and that 
the percent reduction did not pose a significant threat in terms of 
sample bias because the undersampling condition had been precipitated 
in a* random fashion. 

Response Rate 

At the initiation of th^ Study, the'staff, after duia ^^sultatioh 
with segmental representatives, decided ufion a 95% res'gfense rate of 
transcripts requested as the minimum acceptable-rate. Responses 
from high schools varied widely based in part upon the; workload 
involved in randomly selecting, duplicating, and forwarding copies 
of transcripts (without unique student identifiers such as student 
name) to the Commission, uncertainty on the part of school admini- 
strators about the necessity for their institution's participation 
in the study, and concerns related to student record privacy laws. 

Commission staff worked closely with representatives from the ' 
Superintendent of Public Instruction's Office and with nonresponding 
high schools to encourage timely response. Npnrespondent schools 
were repeatedly contacted by mail and telephone urging their cooperation. 
In a last minute effort to hasten institutional participation and 
achieve th,e 95% response rate. Commission staff, in October, made 
personal visits to a number of nonresponding high schools in the 
Southern California area to obtain graduate transcripts. These 
efforts resulted in achievement of the 95% response rate on 
October* 19, 1976 when 9,^772 transcripts had been received in the 
Commission's office. 

t / 
At the October 20 ^ 1976 meeting of the Technical Advisory Committee, 

Comniission staff and segmental representatives agreed to, suspend 
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Figure II 



A Summary of -the .Adjustments Made to 
the Graduate Sample Due to the ^ 
Omission of Graduates and Oversampling 



Initial ^ 
Sample 
, (January 1976) 

Institutions Included in 

the Study 1,102 
Institutions Requested to 

Submit Transcripts 909 
.Institutions Not Requested 

to Submit Transcripts* 193 - 

To.tal High School Graduates 

Estimated by Commission 273,096 

Total High School Graduates 

Reported to Commission — 

Change in Sample Size 
Necessary to Adjust for 
th,6 Omission of 257 
Schools t'^ ' 1C5,000 

Change in Sample Size ' - 

Necessary to Adjust for 
Overs'ampled Schools 10,000 



Adjusted 

Sapple 
(May 1976) 



1,364 
< 1,124 
240 

278; 693- 



Net 
Change 

262 
215 

*A 



296,121 +17,428 



10,820 



10,233 



+820 



-587 



'Net 
Pencent 
Change 

24% 
24% 
24% 

** 

6.25% . 



8.20% 



2.33% - 



*The institutions shown in this column did not submit transcripts because 
they either awarded no diploma!s during' the 1974-75 academic year or were 
not requested to submit transcripts du6 to the size*of their graduating 
class and the nature of the sampling proce;lure. 

**Due to over- and undersampling, this does not apply. • , 



subsequent \^transcript processing on November 1, 1976. On November 4, 1976 
the Commission had received and forwarded to the segments 9,965 transcripts 
of the original 10,233 requested; this represents % 97.4% response. rate. 
Of the 1,124 high schools requested to send transcripts,' 1,097 (97.6%) did 
so. ' . ' 

Transcript Processing 

High schools began submitting copies of graduate transcripts to the Commis- 
sion immediately after the January solicitation letter was distributed. 
As each transcript was received. Commission ataff audited thp data to 
ensure that the submitting high schoo^^ had complied with the Commission's 
reporting standards. Transcript audits included, but were not limited to: 

20 
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checking to make sure each graduate transcript was selected 
, from' the prpper graduating class (1974-75) 

. reviewing each* transcript to make sure all the jLta 
, ^ available for eligibility determination had' beei prxxvlded 

. analyzing an entire high schbol's transcript; suUmlss ion to 
ensure that gracluates had b een sel ected in an apparently 
; I random fdshion (e^. not all males or females^ not f rom <the . "\ 
top grade point average ranks, etc. , . ^ 
■ / . ■ . • • ■ • , 

. comparing the number of tpanscripts received .from a high 
school to the number • requested 

In tKose instances in which a high school failed to comply with one 
or more of the reporting requirements established by the Commlssibn, ' ' 

staff contacted the tespondent, explained the error(s) ^detected, and 
requested submittal of transcripts in accordance with the described ■ 
reporting stand^rdsi ' ' ' 

In 'the process of editing transcript , data submitted by the high 
.schools, the Commission staff also identified the" 587 transcripts 
inadvertently included in the transcript request due to oversampling 
(see also Sampling Problems - Graduate Estimating) . •■ 

Tjranscripts^^successfully passing these audi tfe were acctanulated into , ■/ 
manageable" batches and forwarded to the segments for eligibility ' "^^ 
analysis. _A description of the flow of high school transcripts to-.^ 
the segments appears in Figure III. . , 

^Upon receipt of transcripts from the Commission, each segment analyzed 
the data contained on each ttanscript and attempted to determine the 
eligibility of each graduate. Note that segmental eligibility deter- 
minations werfe based upon admission standards in effect during the 
1974-75 academic year an d_ were necessarily constrained by the volume 
and accuracy of data contained on each transcript ( i.e. , no follow- 
up calls were made to high sthools to obtain clarilPylng information 
regarding a graddate). The Commission staff requested each segment 
to provide the Commission with a c^nmuter readable record for eath 
high school graduate indicating the following information: 

. eligibility for 'admission as first time freshman^ 

. grade point average and segmental derivations of this figure 

. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores (if available) 

. ' College Entrance Examination Boajrd (CEEB) Achievement 
Test scores (if available) 

2K, 
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Schedule of Transcript Transmittal , . > 
to the Universfty of California ^ ^ 
.and the Californi^a^ State University and Colleges - ^ , 


r 

Date ' •, 


• ' ' ' ■'»■ 

Cumulative Total Sent 

fo Pa! "f f nrrrf A ^f^fp 

University and Colleges 


< 

^Cumulative Total Sent 
CO umvcLSiLy or 
Califofnia 


March 16, '1976 


• ^ , 2,023 




' iMarch 26, 197% 


; / 4,898 


— 


' April 2, 1976 


6,493 


6,493* 


June ^, 1976 • 


7,884 


7,884 


• ' August* 10 J 1976 


' ' 8,261 


8,261'' 


August 27, 1976 


, • ' 8,470 


8,4,70 


» September 14, 1976 

'I 


8,750 


&,.750 


September 24, 1976 


• 8,985 


8,985 


October 12, 1976 


9,529 


^ ■ 9', 529 


October 18, 1976 


. 9 ,772 * 


• . 9,772 


October 29, 3.976. 

■t 


9,931 


'> 9,931 


iJovember 4, 1976 


9,965. 


9,965 ■". 






0 



* University representatives requested Commission staff to defer transmitta 
of transcripts for evaluation until a "l&rge*\ quantity of transcripts had 
beep received. ^ ^ - 
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. American College Testing (ACT) scores (if available) 

. other infeormaticrn pertinent to segmental eligibility 
de termiiJa tions 

Transcript ^andjeligibility data related information, coded' in computer 
readable . format, began arriving fronr the segments in early October 
1976. A schedjile* describing' the' receipt of this information appears^ 
in 'Figure IV, 



Figure IV 



^ Schedule of Receipt of Transcript Evaluation 

Data from the Universiity of California 
and the CaUfornia State University and Colleges. 



Dater 



•'•Cumulative Total 
" Received from 
.Califorrjia State University 
:^^<^--*'- ifir Colleges 



October 7', 19 76 
^-^^October /l5 , 19 76 
. October 20, 19 76 
November .11, 1976 
Nove,taber 15, 1976 
November 19, 1976 



5,940 



9,001 
9,782 

9,972 



Cumulative Total 
" Received" from 
University of 
California 



3,194 
7,411 

8,872 
9,469 
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Procedures Used, to Attempt to Validate the \ 
High Scfhool Graduate Sample * ' ^. ^ 



pie 

As computer coded transcript data was received from the segments, 
Commission |^taff undertook validation 'iof the high school^ graduate 
transcript sample. 'The intent of v^alid'ating' thej graduate sample wa$ 
Co demonstrate thftt the high school grade point averages and test 
v^cores in the Commission's sample wer^e consistent w^^th'the grade 
pbint averages and test scores exhibited by Calif ornia '"s Entire 
1974-75 high school graduating poptilation. ^ ? 
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»In validating the high "school graduate Sample three separa t^ets of 
tests were performed: •' r 

the percent of graduates taking the SAT, ACT, and CEEB 
Achievement tests^ in the sample were compared to the 
statewide average participation rate 

. ^the test $corels of high school graduates in the saqiple 
enrolling for^the SAT^^^th, Verbal, and Total), a6t ' • . 
(Composite), and CEEB Erlglish tests were fompared to > 
statewide tesi scores. . ^ ^ 

* ' • X ^ • • . ' \ ' 
/ ' the grade point averages of high school graduates from 

selec'ted regdfonal a^eas in the sample were compared to the . 
grade point averages of dll graduates from the sake 
regional areas' , ; 



Validation procedures were' tailored to the particular transcr;Lpt 
data used by the segments to establish eligibility. ' A summary, of 
the^ validation prpc^dures .used fo^r each segment appears in Figure V, 



A 



Figure V 
Vajldation Proce'dures Used* 



California gtate University University of. 



ACT tompoAte 
SAT Math / 
SAT VerbAl i 
SAT To til 
CEEB English 



J 



.Grade Point Average 
* Validation .is defined as: 



-and Colleges 



Yes 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
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California 



No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes ^ 




t participation rates 
t score and grade point average 



comparison of entrance t 
comparison of ^en trance^ t 
distributions 

foraparison of entr^ance test score and grade point averag€ 
aeans 



Source o 
Data 

csuc 

uc 

uc 

uc 

uc 

csuc 
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Validation of Graduate Grade Point Average 

I^e staff attempted 'to validate the grade point averages in the 
sample to ensure that they were representative of the statewide 
population (grade point average validation was not performed in any 
pt?6vious studies). . To do so, statewide or regional grade poipt 
average data was necessary to serve as a comparisot^' tiase. Beginning 
in June 1976, Commission staff initiated inquiries lb potential 
^oiirces of 1974-75 high school graduate grade point>4verages . A list 
,of the org^izatibris and persons confacted in search of this data 
appears in Appendix D. , . ' 

Th^ search for a^urce of statewide .or regional grade point average 
data extended* over a period of. months and, in the end, .proved fruit- 
less. While 29,288 high school graduate grade point averages were 
obtained from the Sah Diego,. Santa, Clara, Fresno, .and Ventura 
Regional Data Centers in the h*pe that they could be used to validate 
the Commission's sample, major disparities ifKthe definitions used 
by these centeyS for "graduate" precluded /Meaningful comparisons of 
the actual andlsample da-ta (for example,/the V^ntura-'%egional Center 
defined high school graduates, as seniors enrolled in the 1975 spring 
term who did not reenroli in the 1975 fall term;- they assumed the 
missing", seniors had all 'graduated) . 

In sum, a stateyide search, conducted over a period of months', in- 
volving a multitude of organizations associated with secondary school 
education, failed to identify a single source of grade point average 
data that could be used to validate the Commission's sample. The 
■ absence- of such data„ while lamentable, should not be interpreted tc%" 
mean that the grade point averages contained in the Commission's " 
sample are in any way biased, but rather that no yardstick could be 
located by which to measure the integrity of the sample's grade point 
average data. 

Validation of College Entrance Examinatioti Test' Data 

^In validating test score i*f ormatioft., the staff had originamy intended 
to submit the Commission's test score data to a rigorous st^istical / 
analysis to insure the integrity of the sample. • Upon undertaking this 
task the staff ^oon discovered that thera e:d.sted a number of "StatisW 
tically significant and Irreconcilable incon^s tenqies between the ' 
source and character of* the test score data in the Commission sample/ 
and that maintained by' the College Entrance Examination Board. A ^ 
summary of the problems encountered follows; 

^. The Commission's graduate sample was constructed exclusively/ 
of public high school graduates but the College Entrance / 
Examination Board (CEEB) maintained test score data for botli 
publi c and private high school graduates (private high 

■ " - ■ 25~ - . 
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school graduates represent appro:{imately 7.1% of California's 
1975-76 high school graduates) 

. V '. - ' ^ 
The staff was unable to o.htain information from CEEB ,rep^e- ,^ 
^ sentatives regarding the differences in test score exipi^^lctice « 
and/or participation rates (if 'any) between public and private 
high school grk^uates,*. , " , ' 

• **. * ^ ♦ ' * ■'^ ^ t ' ■ 

%. CEEB ir^presentative^ we^e unable to provide Cominisslon staff 
' with statewide test^ sbo're and pauticipation rat^ data for 
I their Foreign language, .Science, -or Social Studies Achievement 
tests. Lacking^ this information, (Jommissipn. staff was unable 
to establish the validity of test score, c^jtia* for these three 
Achievement test categories, ' i 

Additional problems in validating test pcore, data arose from differ- 
ences in the way in which high schools coded, and segments evaluated, 
^select tesD score inf ormatioi^. These anomalies are noted in the 
text where they are applicable. A summary of ,the. validatiliji results 
for each test follows: 



1. ACT Composj^X®' Sourjc^, California State Univ.ersity 

. and Colleges 

Graduates Enf oiling Participation Mean Standard 

for the Test . Rate Score Devia.tion 

Statewide 17,925 5;34% 18.2 5.7 

CPEC Sample 524 ; /' 5.25% * 17.9 6.^ 

Difference ' — -0.'09% ' -1.65% 

The staff analyzed^the di'fference between , the means of the two sets of - 
scores and established that the difference was statistically nonsignificant, 

% ^ ■ ^ 

2. SAT Math - Source, University of California 

Graduates Enrolling Participation Mean Standard 

for the Test ' Rate Score Deviation 

' — — ^ 

Statewide - . l2>6,776 , N/A ><73 . 117 

CPEC Sample 2,487, . N/A 484 . 

Difference ' — — +2.33% -- 

Participation rate for the SAT Total was Judged to be a more accurate 

indicator of actual participation rate. ' . 
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3. . SAT Verbal - .Source, University of California 



7 


vjraauaces Ciiiroiiing 
' • for the Test 


%rar t ic ipa t ion 
Rate 


riean 
Score 


S tandard 
Deviation 


S tatewlde 


106,782 


N/A 




110 


CFEC Sample 


2i48i 


N/A 




1 no 


Difference 






+1.84% 




Participation rate of the SAT Total was judged to be 
Indicator of actual participation rate. 


a more 
* 


¥ 

accurate 


4. SAT Total - Source, University of California 




Ml 

■ ^ 




Graduates Enrolling 
IE or the Tes t 


Participation 
Rate 


Mean 
Score 


Standard 
Deviation 


Statewide 


.106,786 


•31.79% 


908 


207 


CPEC Sample 


2,929 


30.93Z 

/ 


926 


207 


Diff erende 




-.86% 


+1.98% 





The +1.98% mean score difference in SAT Total was originally judged by 
the staff to be higher than expect>ed. Subsequent st^ff investigation 
disclosed that the University had .coded the highest stud^ent SAT in 
those instances in which a student elected to take the SAT more than 
once. The. College Entrance Examination Board does not report the 
highest score but rather the most recent score in those instances in 
which a student, takes ,the SAT mote than once. This difference in 
reporting "qohlV en tions applies to SAT Math, SAT Verbal, and SAT Total 
score "diff-erences. - ' ' 

5. CEEB English^"'Source, University of California 





Gi?aduates Enrolling 
fqr the Tesf 


Participation - 
Rate 


Mean 
Score 


Standard 
Deviation 


Statewide ' 


30,773 


9.16% 


508 


103 


CPEC simple 




9.97% 


• 514 


106 


Differertif^r?' 




+ .81% 


,+1.18% 
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The +1.18Sr mead" score 3 difference was originally judged by the staff to 
be slightly higher, than anticipated but the dif f erence"" was statistically 
" ; nonsignificant. Subsequent staff investigation disclosed that, an undeter^ 
mined number" of high schools had substituted the CEEB Literature test 
score for the CEEB English score where no CEEB English score was 
available. 2y 
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While the staff's original intent to perform a statistically rigorous 
evaluation of the test score data in the Commission sample did not 
prove as fruitful as had been, desired, the analysis that has been 
performed does not, in the staff's judgment, disclose any major 
discrepancies in the test scores and/or\ participation rates between 
the Commission's sample and the avai.labie statewide data. While 
this analysis is admittedly less complere than desired, it does sub- 
stantiate the staff's belief that the test score data within the 
graduate sample is representative of the experience' of California's 
3^974-'75 ptiblic high school graduating ,class and does not compromise 
the integrity of the Study's findings with regard to segmental 
eligibility rates. 

Eligibility Computations - The Conceptual Framework , 

In the three studies that have preceded this one, the determination 
of student eligibility has been a relatively 'simple matter. In prior 
studie,s^ student eligibility was established exclusively on the bas:ys 
of grade point average or some derivative thereof. In the 1966 
Eligibility Study, for example, if a student possessed an "adjusted" 
grade point average or 3.0 or greater, he/she was determined eligible 
to attend the University of California. A student possessing a 
grade poi^t average below 3.0 was judged' tb be ineligible. 

Changes in admission requirements (by both segments) immediately prior 
to, and soon after the 1966 Eligibility Study, resulted in the intro- 
duction of college entrance examination tests 'as a factor — along with 
student grade' point average — in determining student eligibility. 
These changes in admission policy increased the complexity of "the 
197^Study (when compared to the 1966 Study) because^ while every 
student possessed a grade point average, only a small percent of high 
schobl graduates ' enrolled for college entrance tests. For example, 
only 8.77% of the high school graduates iii the Commission's sample 
took the tests necessary for admission to the University of 
California. 'Of the students who took^ tests required for admission 
to the State University and Colleges, 34.21% took the SAT and 5.025% 
took the AC^. 

Segmental representatives and Commission staff agifeed upon procedures, 
for each segment to use in evaluating the transcripts within the 
Commission's sample. Each segment's admissions standards include a 
provision that applicants with adjusted high school grade point 
averages above a certain level {3.20 and above for the Caldfomia 
State University and Colleges and O.IO and above for the University 
of California) are admissible regardless of test scores. There was 
agreement that applifiiants with these "high" adjusted grade point 
averages would be considered eligible for purposes of the study whethe 
or not test scores were available. This approach increased the 
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number of .students for whom eligibiUty .coul<f be' deteijnined without 
compromAing the validity of the resistant eligibility determinations. 

A description of the procedures used in determining segmental eligi- 
bility for the purpose of this study follows: 

!• jPniversity of California 

Freshman applicants to the University of California must fulfill" a 
subject requirement (specific course work), a scholarship requirement 
(minimum grades in specified subjects), and/or an* entrance examination 
requirement (certain tests and minimum test scores) in order to be 
deemed eligible. (An bccerpt f^ora the University's Undergradua te 
Admissions Packet describing specific freshman entrance iequirements 
is enclosed as Appendix B.) . . 

Three admission categories were litilized to group the University's 
admission standards. High school graduates were either' (1) determihed 
eligible -and assigned to one br another of these three categories; or 
(2) determined ineligible after analysis of their transcript data. 
(A summary of the admission categories for the University appears in 
Figure VI.) 

Note that these categories are not mutually exclusive and an applicant 
may qualify within more than one admission category. Note also that 
applicants qualifying under Category I need not have taken an entrance 
test^^(for the purpose of the Eligibility Study only) and that no mini- 
mum A to F' grade point average must be achieved to qualify an 
applicant for acceptance under Category III. 



2. 



California State University and Colleges 



Freshman applicants to the California State University and Colleges 
must possess a nCLnimum "adjusted^' grade point average of 2.00 to be 
considered eligible (adjusted- gra'de point average ,i| ,base4i..u|{on work 
completed in the last three years of high school exciiisiye of ' physical 
education and military science). Applicants possea'si^^ an adjusted 
grade point average below 2.00 are considered ineligible regardless 
of test score. As- explained previously, applicants -with .an adjusted 
grade point average , of 3.20 and above ar4 considered eligible re- 
gardless of test score, but the test score mu^t be on fije\ 

All applicants must enroll for either the ACT or SAT entrat^ce 'examin- 
ation. Eligibility is determinfed through the computation of aa%. 
"eligibility index," an index computed By one^ of the following .'' ■' 
formulae; / • , v' ' ; 

, for applicants taking the ACT entrance 'examination; ' ' ' ' 
' Eflgibility Index = GPA x 200 + 10 x ACT Score, ' ' ' ' . 
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vfi. . for, applicants taking the SAU^ entrance examination; 4. 

''^u Eligibility index « GPA x 800 + SAT Score. ^ 

Applicantf^p^ fbr the ACT entrance test must achieve a. minimum 

eligib^im;^dex «f 741 to be considered eligible. Applicant3 
enrollingf^r the SAT' entrance test are determined eligible if they 
achieve an eligibility index of 3,072 or greater. Air applicants 
possessing an adjusted gra^ie point average of 3.20 greater are 
•considered eligible regardless of their test .^core results. (An ' - 
excerpt from the California State Univejrsigty and Q&lleges' Applications 

laf ormation manual describing freshman eligihllity ir^quirements 
is enclosed as Appendix C.) * > 
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Figure VL 



] ^ University of California 

Admission Categories 

Category I - ^to be considered eligible in this cat^cTry an applicant 
must : 

possess an "A to F" grade point average of 3.10 or greater 
in the reqxiired coi^^se work 

/ ' ^ • 

ha»ve| no credit, deficiencies in the required course work 

- V 

havef no D.oj: F grades in the required C9urse work . 



Category IX - to be considered eligible in. this category an? applicant 
must: 



possess an "A- to p" grade point average^ between 3.00 aild 3.09 
in the requii3&d course work ' [\ 

have no creiiit deficiencies in the required course work 

. h^ve no D or F credit deficiencies in the required course work 

enroll for the required entrance tests* and/achieve- a score of 
2,500 or'moreV'^ . . , ^ ^ 

Category III - to be considered eligible in ^ this q^tegory an applicant 
must: ^ . \ v. 

. enroll for the required entrance tests* 

achieve a .score of 1,1Q0 or more dn the SAT < 

achieve a score of 1,650 or more on the CEEB Achievement Tests 

. achieve a minimum score 500 on each of the three CEEB 
:^chfevement Tests 

* The required entrance • tests are : 

SAiT. Vertal and* SAT Mathematiis i 

CEEB Ehglish / .v^ 

C^EB Mathematics _or CEEB Sciencd^^4:fe 

CEEB Foreign Language g^GEEB Social Studies 

■ 3r. : . ■ ■ , 
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V- FINDINGS 



Eligibility Computations for the University of California 

The University of California returned 9,469' graduate transcripts , with 
appropriate eligibility coding, to the Commission. Of the 9,469 grad- 
uate transcripts returned, 1^405 (14:84%) were determined to be^ eligible 
to attend the University of California. A summary of the eligibility 
analysis of these graduates appears in Figure VTI, 



Figure VII 

Summary of Graduate Eligibility 
As a Function of El^^trility Category 
for the University of California 



Admissions 
Category 


' Graduates 
Determined 
Eligible 


Percent of; 

Eligible 
Graduates 


Percent of 
Totals Sample 
Determined Eligible 


Category I 


1,386 


98.65% . 


14 . 63% 


Category II 


9 


0.64 


. 0.10 


Category III 


10 


' 0.71 


' 0.11 


Total 


1,405 


100 . 00% 


14 . 84% 



The .distributions of graduates det;ermined eligible as a furictien of 
"adjusted" grade point average and '-'A to F" grade point average appear 
in Figures VIII and IX, respectively. 



Adj us ted 
Grade , Point 
Average 

- Below 2.00 
2.00-2.49 
2.50-2.99 
3,00-3.49 
3.50-4.00 
Total 



Figure VI 1,1 

■ ' ' I, -■. 

Distribution of Eligible Graduai-tes by 
<, Adjusted feradg Point Average ^ 
. for the University of California' 



Category Category Category 
I II III 



13 
0 
55 
522 
796 
1,386 



0 
1 

^4 
4 
0 



32 
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0 
1 
2 
.3 
_4 
10 



Total 
Eligible 

13- 

.2 

61 . 
529 
800 



Tercent Percent 

of of 
Eli gib U Sample 



0.92% ^^.0.l3% 
0.14 0.02 
4r-34 O'.Vh 
37.65 5.57 

56.95 8.48 

1,405 100.00% . 14.84% 



Figure IX 



Distribution of Eligible Graduates by 
"A to ^" Grade Point Average 
for the University of California 



"A to F" 
Grade Point 

Averas:^ 

° 1 — 


Category 
I 


■ ■ 

Category 
II 


Category 
III • 


Total 
Eligible 


Percent 
of ' 
Eligible 


Percent 

of. 
Sample 


Below 2.00 


0 


0 ■• 


. 0 


0 


0.00% 


0.00% 


2.00-2.49 


0 


d 


'1 


1 


0.07 


.0.01 


2.50-2.99 iv 


0 


0 


4 . 


• ' 4 


0.28 


0.04 


3.00-3.49 


. 434 . ' 


9 


1 


444 


31.60 


4.69 


ifiTs^-^-OO 


952 


0 


4 - 


95"6 


68.05 


10.10 


Total 


"1,386 


9 


10 


1,405 


100.00% 


14.84% 



Eligibility Computations for the California State 
University and Colleges ^ 

The California State University and Colleges returned 9,972 graduate 
transcripts^ io the Conmission with information coded describing grad- 
uate eligibility. Of the 9,972 graduate 1-Ansc rip ts returned, 3,486 
(34.96^) were determined to be eligible to attend the California. 
State University^.and Colleges. An expanded description of the o 
characteristics of the State University eligibility pool appears in 
Figures X and XI. - ^ 

Figure X 

Summary of Graduate Eligibility 
As a Function'-of E]iifgibil ity Category • 
'^-fbr-the California State University anji Colleges 



Graduates 



Percent 
of 

Eligible 



Percent 
of • • 
Total Sample 



Eligible on- the Basis of 
Grade Point Average 
(3.20 and Above) 



2,500 



71.72% 



25.07% 



Eligible on the Basis of 

Eligibility Index Score 986 



23.28 



9.89 



Figure XI 



Distribution of Eligible Graduates by 
\ . r , Adjusted Grade Point Average 
for the Cali|ffl>B'ia State University and Colleges 



Adjusted 

Grade 

Point 
Average 


••«*>. 

Eligible an 
. Grade JPoint 
Average ^one^ 


migible on 

Basis of 
Eligibility 
Index 


.,Tptal 
Eligible 


Percent 

of . 
Eligible 


PpTf* pn f" 

of 
Sample 


Below 2.0 


; 0 


0 


0 


0.00% 


0.00% 


2.00-2.49 


0 


5 


5 


.14 


.05 


2. 50-2 ..99 




• 1404 


404 


11.59 


4.05 


3.00-3.49 


1,155 


^ 577 


1,732 


49.69 • 


17.37 . 


3.50-3.40 


1,"345 


0 


1,345 


38.58 


13.49 


Total 


.2,500 


986 


3,486 


100^00% 
1 


34.96% 


4 

1. Grade 


Point Average of 


3.20 and above. 









Sample Confidence Limits and Tolerance ^ ^ 

At. the outset of the study the Commissiotx staff and segmental represen- 
tatives agreed that the results of the study should possess a donf idence 
level of 95% with a ^tolerance of ± 1%. Put differently, the staff • 
desired to be able to certify that it was 95% sure that each segment's 
eligibility figure was within ± 1% of the value evolving from the study. 

Using. the 14.84% eligibility figurfe obtained for th« University of 
California j and the 95% confidence level figure, the staff computed the ' 
tolerance to be ± 0.72%, or well within the tolerance established for 
the study. , ' ' ^ /■ ^ ^\ 

Using the 34;96% eligibility figure for th^Callfornla; S'taVe. Univ^sit^. ' 
.and Colleges and trie 95% cotif idence.^level, the staff .computed .tlje toler- ' 
ance figure to be ± 0.94%.. . 

»' * ■ • ■ ■ * 

Sastple Bla^s 

Sample Bias Due to Nonresponses by High Schools - Of the 1,124 high 
schools reqiiested to submit transcripts, 28 schools, representing 6,653 
'graduates (246 transcripts), did not respond to the Commission's request 



^ for transcripts in sufficient time for segmental. evaluation of eligi-s . 
bility^ The sampling bias attributed to. nonresponse was computed \>y 
assuming a worst case estimate that the nonrespondents would have had 
a 20% eligibility rate for th^ University of California and a;40% \ 
e^giloility rate for the Califomisc Stajte University and Colleges. 
Using' these worst case estimates, the sample bias due to nonresponding 
high schools wa's computed to be 0.12% for the University and 0.12% for 
the Stiate University andf Colleges. 

Sample Bias Due to Undersampling - As noted earlier, 278,693 of the 296,121 
graduates (94.1%) were sampled correctly during the course of the study J 
The 17,428 graduates improperly surveyed and un&ersampled due to errors in 
the original sampling algorit^fci represent a potential source of , bias im- 
pacting upon sample validity. The bias du^ t b undersampling was computed 
using worst case estimates of 20% and 40% xor the University of California 

•/and the California State University and Colleges respectively.. Using 
these figures, the bias^ due to i^ncier sampling for the University of 
California was determined to be 0.30%. The undersampling bias attributed 

-to the State University's sample was computed as 0.30%. , 

Cumulative Sample Bias - The cumulative sample bias due. to undersampling 
and nonresponse was computed using the same 20% and 40% /worst case esti- 
pates. Using these estimates, the cumulative sample bias is 0.42% for 
the University of California and 0.41% for the California State Uniy^sity 
arid Colleges. ^ , 
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AvSummary of the 1955^1961, ahd 1966 
High School Eligibllfty Studieis s 



In order to verify the proportion of high .school students eligible 
for admission to the University of California anid the Calif ornl^^^^^ 
State University and Colleges, peribdjLc evaluations* have been under- » 
taken over the past 20 years to analyze transcripts' 6f public high 
school graduates. Modifications of ~admissi9n>standard8 h$ve\beeh 
made by both segments as a result of the' findings of these studjLes. 

1955 Study This study determined that approximately ' 4^% of tigh ■ / 
school graduates were eligible for admission to tiie •Caiifomia State . ^ 
University and-^^ Colleges (State Colleges) , ahd about 15% were eligiblfe J 
to^attend the tnivfersity of California, Following publication of the ; 
report .of -the cpmnitttee which had been re<\Muewing the correlation * ; . 
between high schoo^l grades , entrance test scores^ ^d academiQ success 
of students admitted to Califotnla^s pi4>llc crolleges and unlvfersities, 
the State Boax^d of Hducation^ increased freshman admission req\xiretlnents 
for the California State Uhltrerslty and Colleges from 5 Caimegie units 
of "A" "B" grades in the last three years of high school to 7 
Carnegie Ainits of "A." or "B" grades in the last three y ear is 9 f high 
school in subjects other than. physical education cH: military Science. 
The Board ainended the prior alternate means x>f eligibility (attaining 
a score at the twentieth percentile or better oh a college entrance 
test) to Include completion of 5 Carnegie units of "A" or "B" grades 
in the last three years of high school (excluding physical education 
and military science), * . 

In 1956 the University modified its admission requirements, basically 
unchanged since 1931, providing that the previous requirement of a 
"B" average in a required pattern of corursfs taken in* the last three 
years of, high school, have the added qualification that no grades 
lower than "C" would be acceptable in the required subjects, 

1960 Recommendations ^ In 1959-^60, the Technical Committee on . , 
Selection and Retention of Students reported that approximately 50% 
of public high school" graduates were eligible for admission to the 
California State University and Colleges, and 15% were eligible for 
admission to the University of California. The recoEonendation of 
this Committee to the Master Plan Survey Team was that th^se percent 
figures l^ie reduced to 33 1/3 and 12 1/2 respectively. This recom- 
mendation was accepted by the Tean^, and incorporated in their report 
to the President of the University of California, Chancellor of the 
California State University and Colleges,*' Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, Legislature, and the Governor. ^ 

1961 Study - Following adoption of fhe Master Plan Survey Team's 
report, the 1961 High School TranS|Cript Study was conducted by the 
"Joint Statistipal Inquiry Concerning Eligibility ^or Admission" to 
the University of California and the California State University and. 



Colleges. The study was i^mplemented as a "result of the following 
recommendations In the Master Plan for Higher Edi;cation in Calif ornia. 
1960-75 ; ~ ~~~~ ' ~ 

In order to raise materially stahdar4s for admission to ' * 
the lower division, the State Colleges select §trsttime 
freshmen from the top one-third (33 1/3- percent) and the 
University from the top onereighth (X2 1/2 percent) of 
^ all ^graduates; of California public high schools*. 

The sample of transcripts chosen for the 1961 study consisted of 
approximately 10% of -all California public school graduates during 
the academic year 1960-61. These 15^600 transcripts represented 
graduates from both day anil adult evening schools and were s'elected 
rahdomly from lists of graduates supplied by .the schools. An analysis 
of the transcripts indicated that 43.4% of the students were eligible 
f o : admission^, to the California State University arid Colleges, while- 
14f.8% were eligible to at tend, the University of Calif omiav 

Ip. response to the' Study's findings, admissions criteria were adjusted 
in an attempt to conform to the Madter Plan recommendation. -The 
University increased admission requirements for fall 1962 by dropping 
three alternate means of eligibility determination which had accounted 
for 2.2% of high school students being found eligible in the 1961 
study. By extending the "no grade less than C in required siibjects" 
provision to courses taken in the 9th gipade, the University eliminated 
0.1% of those students who would have bieen eligible in the 1961 study. 

More extensive revisions wejre enacted by the California State 
University and Colleges. Changes were made to relatively weight the 
grade point average and performance on a colleg^ entrance test (SAT 
and ACi) to develop an eligibility index. Admissions based on^the 
eiligibility index became effective^ in fall 1965. . " 

1966 Study - One year later, in 1966, both seg^lerits reported to the 
Coordinating Council for Higher Education on the results of their 
evaluation of .rsome; 21, 739 high school trariscrlpts', representing a 
9 • 75% random sample of all 196A.t65 gra^xiates. of : Calif o public 
high schools. For the California ^tate University and Colleges, 
35.16% of the transcripts indicated admission eligibility. This 
was- a considerable improvement over conditions revealed in the* 
19$i study, but still not within the 33 1/3% Master Plan recommenda- 
tion. The University of California found 14.58% of the transcripts 
indicated student eliglblity for admission. 

To accomplish an increase in admission standards at the iFnlversity 
of California, the Board of Regents^dopted procedtires whereby all% 
freshmen applicants for fall 1968''^d thereafter would be required 
to submit scores from the Scholastic Aptitude Test>stnd three 



Achievement -Tests of the College Entrance Examination Board. The 
Regents ^Iso reducejd by half, the number of required courses ^ich 
a student could repM^ in order to meet the sfcholarship average of 
"B" or better. Additionally, no such repeated tourses would be 
counted as receiving a grade of "C" ot higher, regardless o^ the 
actual gra^de received by the student. ^ ^ ; 

An ad^istment was also made to the California State University and 
Colleges' eligibility index to reflect the Master Plan guidelines. 
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who bat ^^tdoMtaii hota hi^h i^kmI but who has not enrolled 
duam tbtt in a raguUr session* in any ooQegtate-levcl institu- 
too. If tbi[s dcfiaitUm docs not apply to yoa« yon moft meet tht 
reqnimcnei for admission as an ^ulvanced standing student 

FrMbmoii Admisslwi Re<(ifir«m*fits To be eligible for ad*- 
mission to the University as a freshman you must meet the Sub^*: 
ject Bcouirement, the Schoiarshio Requirement, and the Exjutii^ ' 
inat^ Re^ai^ement, which are oesaribed below. 

If voa are not a resident of California vou must also yi^)'^ 
certafli addfflonal Requirements that are aiscussed in the fol- 
lowing pagtt.>As a noorwident aoplicaat you must show ex- 
osptiooal jytfrmic promise ifl oreer to qualify for admiyiioa 

-$ubpt$ Ae^tiirvmenr You must oomplete certain high jdiool 
sttbiicti with at least a grade of C in eadi semester of eadi 
cottfse^ (Counselqnr often refer to Ithda as the *a to P retpiir*- . 
ment } If you ari a; g^^«tata of e (Sal^oroia high school, thcee^V 
ooasMs must appeir your hlsh fdwoLpiincipij^ 

hae certified meet'liio' ipdim oelow an? that he-; 

haa plaopd on file w^ |[;^ I^re^ of Adipisnbns. If you are a 
graduate of an out-of«stiite high sdiool, th^.O^iqp of Admissions 
win deten^dne if your courses anf equivaSfMit;-''* 
a. Hlstosy lyvtf 7 
Om }W P^^^iV^ history, or.ooe-hatf year of 

United Sti(w4i^|i^^ ooe-half year of dylia or Amer- 
'• f qf ft jm iiiif I » <>e * enti .J^*=^' ^ 'v/ 

; 11m literature, oral ex- 

. pretsioa 'Kqefinm than one will be accepted £com the 
" oinAyriidfi^'-'-'' ' ^ 
';}.: cMatlji^jbC^ - 2^ros)n 

TWymi W mathfiibatics-^Iemehtary algebnC geometry^ 
Intetm^dlate and a<|^raooe4 A^e^bra, trigon^mctiy, c^coiUiV . . 
elemes^.^ hinctitoii^ matrixjugebra,!probabi)ity, statistic?^ 
or counes combining theMfnibjects. Nobac^demiiBX^aorees 
sudi.as arith^netie.and btuine^, mathematics may not* be, 



EKLC 



d, Laboratb|)f Science 

Ay#^ o6urse in one laboratory sdence, talc^' ln the tenth* 

ej4^«M^ or twelfth grade.. 
e^ Foreign La^roage 2ye«.' 

Jwo ynn <w O|(irfo^ A^y fofeign language 

' ;wHb ^''^tftittm literature m^y be usedr - ' 

^•iJAdyini^^^ : 

A to^^t^ i^ yMW^ BiatbematlRkHaterme- 



-V'^ dlate algaVn; tr^j^bti^^ or dtt^dbmpp^ 

• ■ "niatici coiijrjUa. ■ ' ■ . . ; • ; ' . *: V; ''' 

Foreign Language .^■J■-.■i■'i ''■ 

' Either an ad^tiooai year io tha ^e j[^eiiage us^ for 
. V '^^^ » two yean'of a saoond fottiiM lansuaee. 



Sdeikoe 



■ / • . * 

oot^rse in ariy labdratoky. sdi^ oofhpletad s^b- 
it to the laboratcjty sdacDoe used for Td abovai. 




the sub/eotii listed above are this 
lUtl^g the.grac& point iveragar for 
it b^; ffj>wevor, a total of 



ElecdveCoursea 
7be^en,to 
'OfiKi^ units 

' fiftaaai>high^|fl|P jjr><U>^ is requirad for ^idmiisldt^ to the 
Univeni^ 

Jity curricula:: A4a4ti<»?il* ctHinesin matbeiffatiea>i^:iis$ . 
lential in th« prapanuii<!i^ for nvijon in engineariiig, matW; 
madca, die icm^ij^ajMy odier fields t>f study. A:' 
foordi year of I^Aglikli; kehiding composition sldlU. is , 
highly raoofnmeiid^jrblriiJ];vmd V ^ 



Scholmhip Rc^u^emenl Not only must you earn at least a 
C in each of the counes required for admission, you must also 
earn an ovcraQ average of B in those on the list which you take 
aft^r tha ninth grade. If yon are a nonresident applicant, your 
m3o*p!Qi(it average in the required subjects must^be M or 
Eighcr.^lA 3.0 average ia equal to a B average.) 'X^;^ 
In, determining tlM reouired B avenge, the University will -ji^': 
a semester grade of A in one course to balanoe a ^cmester:^ 
V mde of C in another. Grades you received in courses tako) |(^,rv 
t&e ninth grade or earlier are not used in determining yiqfia^ 
scholarship average. The mdea that appear oo ytm 
high sdiool transcr^ induding those eanied in a^ibaleritcd 
and^/idvanced oomsea, are the gndea the Univmfty:w4|] t»e in 
evfJuating your reoord. Grades are cpunted 09 ;^ sam^iter basis 
uajoa e soool givea only year gradet.. , ; V 

Yod. may repeat up to e total ^ two senvHrter bours«t la ^bich 
you received a grade of D or lower, in order to'^meet the subject 
and.»(^Iarship requirpwfetits. Hie grades vou earn in<repeatcd 
oour«ee,^ow0ver, wifl not be counted higher than C in deter* 
mining your sdiotainiilbip average. If the courses you repeat 
were talm befl^4he. ninth grada, they win 
were t^Idng thi^ for the first time. 

examination JUt^tiirtmanl/ AO £1^^ applicants must sub- 
mit soote:fr(^;th•^^0 

listad MbjiR^ If yo^ ara appiy^giiyr to the fall quar- 

ter, yoiii sblould take the tests no Utdf' lfaaA January of your 
Stt|^ year^ The following tests are liff^jt^^ 

^^Ikfaolastie A^tude Test (The vct^l' mathematics 
fom you submit from^j^bia teat mt^st.j^ 
. .sitting.) . pi^C ■ ' 

1 Three Achievement Tests, which m<»t; Mude (a) EngVsh ' : - 
Com position, (b) one from among thW|^;ia), studies or ona ' 
from among die foreign languages, ai^^ic^oip«a froai^thf- 
matici or one from iunoog the ti^t*fitf ' ^i^. /■ 
If you are a California applicant and vour s^wlarship a^age 
in the requirad hi^ a^iool subjects is from aO to aOO indukive, 
ymi onut earn a total score of 2J5O0 dr higher in these tests. If^ 
, youttf icj^^ ayaraga is 311' or higher, you must taka the 

S^J^I^I*^^ to d^tenniiie your 

Admission fry txaminaiion Mong If you dbWiii^ th« 
scho arshlp and subj«:t requirements fH^SiSi^^ 
qual^ for admission aa a freshmai| by eaSSb^lW 
' ZJ^iHi ^ the sama CEEB t«^ dfacussad • 

r? ^ secret The raqiii^^^^l 

ZSi ^.'^ f^^ W^ T«rt; If :*bu art 4 California. 



applicant^ 



mm 12 



TMtf mmii)MlU^»^i^i^BUmt la m Mittl> 
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Academic First-Time Freshman Applicants (California Highrr 

Requirements School , Gtajduates and^flesidents). An applicant 

who is -i^graduate of a :£|lifornia high school or a 
legal resident for tuition purposes rinust have a prade pbint average and composite 
scor^ on the ACT or total score on ihe SAT vvhich. places him among the upper 
one-third of California high school ■> graduates/ The table te used in 

detiermining the admissibhs^eligibility of such applicants. Gradd point iav^rages^aire 
based on work completed ;in the last tliree years of high school/ Exclusive of 
physical bducation and mil itarv*scienc8, ^ ' * 



TABLE FOR COMPUTING The ELIGIBILITY;^^^^^ 



CPA. 


2.00* 


2.10 


%2J20 


2.30 


i ;i:40 


2.50 


2.60 


A.C.T. Score - 


35 


33 


^ 31 


29 


: 27 


25 


23 


SiS.T. Scpre 


1472 


1392 


;:i3i2 


1232 ; 


/lis? 


1072 


992 


G.P,A. 


2.70 


' 2.80 


Z90' 


3.00 ''i 


■3.10 


3.20** 




A4C.T. Score 


21 


19 


17 


16 


13 


11 




S.A.T.Scbfe 


912 


832 


752 


672 


592 


512 





•Below 2.00 inbt eligible* . ' ' Vi k 

••Above 3«20 eligible yylth 80V scor:e. ' , * 

teiigiblllty Index - GPA X 200 IQ (ACT compoiite) - frilnimurn acceptable Index 741. 
EliglbiTitY Index ' GPA X 800 + SAT total - rhinknum acceptable ifldex 30^2. 
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Organizations and Individuals .Contacted by 

Commission Staff to *Obtaln Grade Point 
* ^ Average Data, for 1974-75 High 
, School Graduates 



' State Department 6f Education 



. Dale Carlson, Office of Program Eyai^yiiatlon and Research ' 

Marshall ?els, Office of Program EVa^ and Besearcftf T 

• Rex Fortune, Associate Superlntendeilib and Program Manager ; for 
r , Secondary Education vPrbgrams ; 
. Herbert Adams, Data Processing Services < 



Sacramento tJnlgled School District 



Holland 

: L6i^\li^^ Unl 



Payne, Director, Educational Evaluation and Qualify Control 



:led School District 



y C^t 



. ; John Wright ,4 Dlrecli3irVi;Res^ apd Evaluation 
. David Bdwer, Counseling and Paycholdglcal^^^^^^^ 

lliias Pnion 'High Scht)ol District f?;^; - v^ 



Jowa Ca: 



olan. Assistant Superintendent , Instructional Services 



. • P^rederlck Greaves, Research AsQldtant 

Riveilrside Unl fie d School District -cMi 

I .11 — — • I 

' ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ■ i' * 

Mabel Ptii^li^^ Research and Evaluation 
Schbbi District / * ; 



■ 



San/ Juan r Unif ied 



Ililllip 



Oakes, Director Research and Ev^uation: 



Joanne Schaad, Research and Evaluation ' 



Francisco Un 



fled Sdhobl bisttict 



Mr. Loo, Planning and Kvaliiljjtion 
Mr. CalLsway, Supervisor, Secondary Education' 

California AssbciLjktion' on Research in Educiation 



Garfbrd 



t)rdoa. Director, Research 



Fresno Unitied Si:hobl District 



Heidi Mujicy, Assis^tant Director,'' Eclacationdl^Resear(^ 
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